polygraph rather than the overall test result (i.e., pass or fail; Grubin et al., 2004; Holden, 23 2000) . US research examining the polygraph as a "truth facilitator" suggests that its use lies 24 in its ability to elicit more reliable information from offenders, including, more accurate 25 descriptions of their sexual histories, sexual fantasies, offence behaviors, and victim
26
Running Head: EXPERIENCES OF POLYGRAPH TESTING 4 information (e.g., number and type; Ahlmeyer, Heil, McKee, & English; English et al., 1 2000; Grubin, 2002; Grubin et al., 2004; Wilcox, 2000) . It has been argued that using the 2 polygraph in this way can be helpful for treatment in terms of gaining further information for 3 relapse prevention and for developing effective supervision (Abrams & Ogard, 1986; Edson, 4 1991; Dutton, 2000; Harrison & Kirkpatrick, 2000) . Although these findings are encouraging, 5 it is not clear whether polygraph testing leads to offenders disclosing more risk-relevant 6 information than they would under normal supervision. This is because no studies have 7 incorporated adequate comparison groups and, no evaluations of offenders' and offender 8 managers' views have been conducted. The current study aimed to remedy this by comparing 9 qualitatively, the views of offenders and offender managers undergoing polygraph-supported 10 supervision (polygraph group) with the views of offenders and offender managers undergoing 11 normal supervision (comparison group).
12
In the UK, criminal justice agencies have avoided using the polygraph for treatment (Grubin, 2010; Grubin et 16 al., 2004; . For example, Grubin and colleagues carried out 17 a prospective study which evaluated whether expectations of a polygraph test led to 18 reductions in the likelihood that sexual offenders would engage in risky behavior.
19
Participants (n = 50) were informed they would undergo either a polygraph test or a behavior 20 review in 3 months' time. Three months later all participants were interviewed about their 21 risk-relevant behavior, and all underwent polygraph testing. The majority of offenders failed 22 their test and disclosed high levels of risky behavior (e.g., masturbating to deviant fantasies).
23
All offenders were then informed that they would receive another polygraph test in 6 months 24 and this test was failed by only 29% of offenders, who again reported risky behaviors. Of this
25
Running Head: EXPERIENCES OF POLYGRAPH TESTING 5 29%, 60% had already disclosed these risky behaviors to their supervisors, compared to only 1 3% who did so before the initial polygraph. Although these results are encouraging, the 2 voluntary nature of the study led to under half of the original sexual offender sample (n = 21) 3 engaging in the follow-up polygraph test.
4
Following this study the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) 5 commissioned a larger voluntary pilot across ten English probation areas (Grubin, 2010) to 6 compare volunteer polygraphed sexual offenders with a group of sexual offenders who 7 received normal supervision. Findings suggested that, compared to the normal supervision 8 group, polygraphed offenders were 14 times more likely to disclose risk-relevant information.
9
Nevertheless, this study also suffered from its reliance on volunteer participants, which,
10
together with a lack of robust matching criteria between polygraph and comparison groups 11 (i.e., on ethnicity, previous sexual offences, index offence, etc.) and a lack of data availability 12 due to incomplete disclosure forms, negatively impacted the quality of the findings.
13
Extending the context of these previous studies; Gannon et al. (2014) and offender managers.
10
The current study was based on the data collected in the Gannon et al., evaluation and 11 its aim was to identify qualitatively the strengths and weaknesses of using the polygraph as 12 an aid to supervising sexual offenders in the community. To this end, we had the following Guidelines.
5
Participants 6 Forty-seven participants, who had previously taken part in Gannon et al.'s (2014) 7 pilot-project, were randomly selected and participated in the current study. They included 
10
Interviewees were drawn randomly from the polygraph and comparison samples of participate, agreed to do so and each was given a consent form to read, sign, and return. All
23
participants were told that their responses were completely confidential and could be linked 24 only to their participant number; not to their names. However, offenders were also told that 25 any disclosures relating to: an intention to harm themselves or others, historic offences for 1 which they had not been convicted, current or planned offences, would be reported to the 2 appropriate authorities. To maintain confidentiality and anonymity consent forms were not 3 numbered and were kept separate from numbered research materials which were stored in a 4 secure location, accessible only to the research team.
5
Interviews were conducted by postgraduate researchers who were trained specifically 6 in conducting qualitative interviews. Once the interview was complete, each participant was 7 debriefed verbally and in writing, and thanked for their time. 
RESULTS

10
Data analysis
11
Data was analyzed using thematic analysis; the main aim of which is to identify,
12
analyze, and report patterns within qualitative data (Braun & Clarke, 2006) . Using this 13 method, data was analyzed blindly by an independent reviewer to ensure validity across 14 interpreted themes (Hosmer, 2008) . This reviewer had no previous involvement with Gannon Themes were identified using an inductive ('bottom up') approach (Frith & Gleeson, 7 2004). This approach involves identifying themes which link strongly to the data (Patton, 8 1990) . As such, they may not have a strong relationship to specific questions. We used this 9 method because our aim was to investigate overall views of supervision and polygraph 10 testing, rather than focusing on specific research questions.
11
Several themes emerged from the transcribed interviews: (1) Truth Detection; (2) Optimistic (e.g., the polygraph was useful for the offender) or (2) Critical (e.g., the polygraph 7 was not useful for the offender). 
. (COM4).
12
Critical perceptions of polygraph use.
13
The majority of polygraph offenders expressed negative views of the polygraph, and justification of its use). In contrast, the overwhelming majority of polygraph offender 7 managers said that they preferred supervision using the polygraph to regular supervision 8 practices.
9
National Implementation of Polygraph Testing
10
This theme refers to offender managers' and offenders' perceptions of whether the 
18
It is also interesting that when asked if they would benefit from any additional resources, all 19 polygraph offender managers said that they needed nothing more than the polygraph. In 20 contrast, all comparison offender managers claimed that they needed additional resources to 21 support their supervision.
22
Polygraph use for other offenders.
23
A third of polygraph offenders considered polygraph testing as beneficial for most 24 sexual offenders. They also believed it should be used for those who are a high risk for 25 offending (i.e., prolific offenders) rather than just with sexual offenders. deterrence potential, as noted in earlier work (Abrams & Abrams, 1993; Blasingame, 1998). 6 This is also supported by previous findings suggesting that offenders subject to periodic 7 polygraph testing as part of supervision, remained offence-free compared to non-polygraphed 8 offenders (Abrams & Ogard, 1986; Edson, 1991; Gannon et al., 2012; 2010) .
9
The findings of the current study add to existing research by providing vital insight 10 into how the polygraph is viewed by both offenders and offender managers and by comparing named several additional resources that they believed would help their supervision practice.
23
There are, some limitations to the current study. Due to the method of participant 24 selection, results cannot be viewed as representative of all offenders or offender managers.
The themes found within the transcripts were developed with qualitative accounts from only 1 a small number of offenders and offender managers and so cannot be viewed as generalizable 2 to all offenders or offender managers, nationally or internationally. In addition, findings 3 cannot be generalized to female sexual offenders. Nevertheless, as previous researchers have 4 noted (Fine, 2002) , an important strength of thematic analysis is its ability to identify patterns 5 within pieces of narratives which can be developed and edited within future research. Future 6 research would therefore benefit from gathering the views of a larger group of offenders 7 (both male and female) and offender managers regarding the effectiveness of the polygraph 8 as a supervision tool over a longer period of time.
9
This study reports some of the thoughts that offenders and their supervisors have and enhance public protection (Wilcox, 2013 No financial interest or benefit has arisen from the direct applications of the research. 
